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Introduction

This program guide documents the research objectives, sampling methodologies and analytical methodologies used in Wave I of the Microsoft Office System Satisfaction Program (OSSP).  Detailed web interviews were conducted with 4000 Work PC users in United States, gathering data about End User satisfaction with Office products, feature level usage, usage perceptions, and user/environmental characteristics. This study identifies factors that influence product satisfaction with Office System applications and is intended to help guide investments in products and messaging. 

Background

Past Office System product satisfaction research included only general approaches to satisfaction measurement – i.e. asking about satisfaction at the level of the Office Suite.   This resulted in limited usefulness of the research results and introduced substantial unreliability in measurement as many End Users may be unclear by what is meant by the terms “Office Suite” or “Office System”.
In contrast, the re-designed OSSP asks about satisfaction at the level of individual products (improving response reliability) and ties the satisfaction ratings back to specific product experiences, perceptions and user characteristics (to enhance usability of the results).  The OSSP, and the product satisfaction insights that it generates, are also meant to complement other research efforts within the Corporate Market Research Group (CMR) such as the Office System Awareness and Perceptions (OSAP) program.

Objectives

The primary objectives of the OSSP are to measure satisfaction with individual Microsoft Office client applications and identify satisfaction drivers among US Work PC End Users.

Specific objectives include:

· Better understand what factors influence satisfaction with Office and its components.

· Identify the key drivers of product satisfaction for each product to better guide both investments in products and messaging.

· Develop insight into the process by which end users make judgments about products and their degree of satisfaction.

· Better understand how Microsoft’s image and reputation interact with product satisfaction.

· Explore whether the concepts of loyalty and commitment are useful extensions to satisfaction.  
Timing

Wave 1 questionnaire development began during the summer of 2004.  Questionnaire administration and data collection took place between October and November of 2004.  
Research Management and Sponsorship

Internal management of the research in the Corporate Market Research Group (CMR) was conducted by Agnish Chakravarti and Stephen Jensen in the Win Client/IW Research Team. The vendor for this research was Momentum Market intelligence of Portland, OR (contact Doss Struse).  This vendor was chosen for their particular expertise in studying and modeling satisfaction processes with technology products. 
Survey development was a joint effort between Microsoft and Momentum. Momentum helped craft a survey from lists, product functions, and standard Microsoft satisfaction questions. They also worked with the Microsoft clients to develop a theoretical structure for the factors that influence product satisfaction.
This research was sponsored by the Information Worker Business Group (IW BG) Product Management Group.  Core internal collaboration on questionnaire design was provided by the IW Product Planning group.  Additionally, the feedback from the IW Office Design Group, IW User Assistance and IW New Markets was instrumental in the design of this research.
Study Methodology

Respondents
Target respondents & Screening Criteria.  Target respondents were work PC Users in the United States who regularly use Microsoft Office products.  Specific screening criteria included:
· Employed (full or part time) adult over the age of 18.
· Using a PC with Windows OS at work.

· Using Office 2000, XP or 2003 (Including the following Office applications: Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Access, Outlook, OneNote, Project, Visio Publisher and InfoPath).

· Defined as Information Worker (i-worker), Business Decision Maker, or IT Professional (but not developer).

· A "Regular" user of the Office application – "Regular" means "monthly" usage or more frequently. Visio, Publisher and Info are the exceptions to this rule. Visio and Publisher users were counted as regular if they used the products several times a year or more. InfoPath users were considered regular if they’ve used it in the past.

The specific screening questions used can be found in the study questionnaire.
Sample Source.  The respondents were chosen from an on-line panel of over 1,000,000 households. The households were invited at random during October 15, 2004 to November 18, 2004 to participate in the survey. These were all e-mail invitations to the Luth online panel. brief description and maybe some basic information about it’s characteristics]
Quotas.  Quotas were set for each of the past three versions for each product (when applicable), and for Small (less than 25 PCs), Medium (less than 25-249 PCs) and Large Organizations (250+ PCs) (SORG/MORG/LORG). Given the wide variation in incidence for different products and versions, the following quotas were set to ensure efficient allocation of the target sample size of 3,930 interviews (Table 1).  If a respondent qualified for more than one quota cell, they were randomly assigned to one of the unfilled quota cells for which they qualified.
Table 1: Sample Quotas and Completed Interviews 

Cells show Completed Interviews / Quota
	
	SORG
	MORG
	LORG
	
TOTAL
	
	SORG
	MORG
	
LORG
	TOTAL

	Access 2000

XP

2003
	151 / 150

50 / 50
51 / 50 
50 / 50
	151 / 150

50 / 50
51 / 50 
50 / 50
	148 / 150

51/ 50
50 / 50 
47 / 50
	450 / 450
152 / 150
151 / 150
147 / 150
	Project

2000

XP

2003
	
	
	
	

	Excel 
2000

XP

2003
	162 / 150

55 / 50
51 / 50 
56 / 50
	
	
	
	Publisher

2000

XP

2003
	
	
	
	

	InfoPath 

2000

XP

2003
	
	
	
	
	Visio 
2000

XP

2003
	
	
	
	

	OneNote 

2000

XP

2003
	
	
	
	
	Word

2000

XP

2003
	151 / 150

50 / 50
51 / 50 
50 / 50
	
	
	

	Outlook 

2000

XP

2003
	151 / 150

51 / 50
50 / 50 
51 / 50
	
	
	
	PowerPoint 
2000

XP

2003
	
	
	
	


Procedure
Sampling & Recruitment.   A simple random sampling methodology was used.  An email was forwarded to a portion of the [Web Panel] inviting them to participate in the study, which was described as [research conducted to better understand attitudes about software usage].  A standard incentive of [X] was offered in exchange for their participation.  Those accepting the invitation were sent to a separate web link to access the survey instrument.  Microsoft was not identified as the sponsor of the research. [Need to confirm these details]
Survey Administration.  The survey was administered online.  Respondents took an average of 29 minutes to complete the study.  The web programmed questionnaire was thoroughly checked for skip logic and tested for accuracy by each of the research managers. 
Questionnaire Instrument
Specific questionnaire items can be found in the full questionnaire available online (add hyperlink).
Dependent Measures
The key reported dependent measure used in this study is product satisfaction.  Specifically:

Overall, how satisfied would you say you are with <Office Product from HIDDEN Q>? Would you say you are…?
 (1 = Completely Dissatisfied, 9 = Completely Satisfied)
Additionally, a standard four point Satisfaction question used in the CMR was also included prior to this question.  Because of concerns about the effects of response ceiling effects, an alternative 9 point formulation was developed and ultimately used in reporting and analysis.
Additional dependent measures later used in analysis included:

· Ratings of “Overall Experience” using the product.

· Ratings of “Product Quality”.

· Ratings of “Value to Job”.

· Second rating of “Satisfaction” taken evaluating specific product features. 

Other Measures
Content areas for the survey instrument included: product feature areas used, as well as their importance and satisfaction ratings; product experience perceptions (e.g. ease of use); integrations of product with other Office System products; and user characteristics/environment.

Some examples of feature area items are provided below for Word.  Each product was “decomposed” into about 40-60 of these feature areas. These items were constructed with the help of IW Product Planning leads and other product owners from engineering and marketing.  Respondents first indicated whether they regularly use the feature area, and then rated the importance and satisfaction of those feature areas on nine point scales:
· Inserted page numbers into a document

· Inserted multiple columns into a document

· Inserted or modified Headers and Footers in a document

· Used Find and Replace text in the entire document

· Used Track Changes when revising a document over time

· Compared text in different versions of a document

Product experience perception questions were standardized across all products.  Examples of these perception questions are offered below.  Respondents evaluated each product on each perception item using a nine point Likert scale:
· [OFFICE PRODUCT] rarely crashes, locks up, or freezes

· [OFFICE PRODUCT] is very reliable program

· Using [OFFICE PRODUCT] gives me the feeling of being in control

· [OFFICE PRODUCT] improves the quality of my work

· [OFFICE PRODUCT] improves my efficiency at work

Questions about user characteristics and environment included organization size, technology attitudes, job role, and industry.  Additional general behavioral and attitudinal questions were also included, such as usage of user assistance resources and attitudes towards Microsoft.  Please refer to the questionnaire for the full set of items.

Sample Disposition and Response Rates

Information concerning sample disposition is provided in Tables 2.  Response Rates and other calculations of sample efficiency are conducted according to CASRO guidelines and are provided in Table 3. [Doss/Aaron to decide on which metrics to include in Tables]
Table 2: Sample Disposition Summary


	Sample Disposition
	Population

	CM (Completed Interviews)
	3930

	PR  (Partial Completes)
	X1

	RF1 (Refusals prior to collecting information)
	X2

	RF2 (Refusal – no response to email)
	X3

	IN (Ineligible – email not valid, etc.)
	X4

	TOTAL SAMPLE
	3930 + X1 + X2 + X3 + X4


Table 3: Response Rates

	Sample Disposition
	Population

	RR1 (Cooperation Rate) (CM /CM + PC + RF1 + RF2)
	? %

	RR2 (Adjusted) (CM / CM + RF1 + RF2 – IN)
	X1


Add in blurb about response rates and whether they are normative for this panel.
Analytical Methodology
Data Preparation & Quality Controls

Several quality control procedures were taken prior to data analysis.  If it appeared that a respondent was hurrying through a survey, and the survey was completed in a less than reasonable amount of time, the respondent was removed from the study. We also screened for people who answer a bank of scale questions all the same way. These were flagged as “gamers” and often removed. For example, if a respondent rated the performance of 20 different features in Word and then gave every one of them a 7, we would identify the case and examine it for inconsistencies.
Add in anything about Study monitoring: E.g. Is study progress monitored each day the study is in field for incidence, questionnaire length, and quotas to anticipate any issues and concerns.  Sample is checked on a daily basis to ensure that client requirements are met, sample is properly administered.Daily reports allow monitoring of acceptors and decliners?
Add in anything about Data Cleaning procedures…
Add in anything about coding (if any was done up front)
Sample Weighting.   Weights were applied within product samples to properly reflect the true incidence of Office versions and company sizes. These weights are shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Sample Weights
	 
	Percent of Population

	Population percentages calculated from Harte Hanks US company size data.
	SORG
	0.4573

	
	MORG
	0.2188

	
	LORG
	0.3240

	Incidence calculated from first 1,500 cases collected prior to any quota group restrictions which distort market profile.
	Office 2003
	0.1530

	
	Office XP
	0.5586

	
	Office 2000
	0.2884


Missing Values.  Because only regular users of product features were asked to provide importance and satisfaction ratings for those features, a procedure for the treatment of missing values was created.  First, the breadth of experience groups identified through Latent Class Analysis limit the missing values in performance ratings (Q14) to less than 20% for most features in each group – thus, analyses conducted within these latent class groups strongly limited the effect of missing values.   

Remaining missing values were replaced by a neutral value because any feature not used by a respondent could not logically contribute to being satisfied or dissatisfied with a product.

The reasons for doing this are as follows:

· Without incorporating a neutral or null value into the performance (or importance) ratings of the features, each respondent may have a unique combination of features used. 

· While the features may be analyzed across these “unique” datasets, an overall generalizable  model will not be possible.

· Clustering respondents into groups with the same subset of features used is theoretically possible, but from a practical perspective doesn’t completely solve the problem.

· This procedure provides a complete data matrix which preserves the meaning of the conceptual model while measuring and testing the Product Satisfaction model among groups that are homogenous in terms of feature experience.

Analytical Approach

The approach taken in data analysis was to develop and test a descriptive model of the product satisfaction ratings.  This analytical process involved several stages including: 

· Development of dependent measures used in modeling.  

· Identification of potential items to include in the Product Satisfaction Model.

· Development and identification of specific independent variables including mediating constructs, for the product feature usage and product experience perception items.

·  Formal testing of the model formulations through Structural Equations modeling.
Development of Dependent Measures
The properties of the overall satisfaction measure along with other key metrics were analyzed to identify the optimal metric for modeling. The satisfaction measure reported for the modeling section is the average of responses to the primary nine point satisfaction question, the post feature assessment satisfaction question, the overall experience rating, the product quality rating, and the value to job rating.  The combination of multiple measures helped cancel out measurement error, resulting in increased accuracy of predictive models and reliability in the measurement of the dependent variable.  As a result, we found significant increases in analysis granularity and the amount of satisfaction variance explained by our driver models.   

Alternate models were run for different formulations of the dependent variable, but the results of these models verified that the above five item metric provided the best fit.
Operationalization of Product Feature Usage – Latent Class Analysis (LCA)
Latent Class Analysis (LCA) was used to identify any underlying structure in the ways in which respondents used Office System product features.  For most products, it was found that users clustered into three groups, or latent classes.  Each latent class represents a unique combination of product feature usage.  It was found that generally across products, three types of usage experiences can be described:

· A Core experience in which users worked with of a subset of the most common features.

· An Expanded experience in which users commonly used another set of features in addition to those used in the base experience.

· A Deep experience in which users commonly used yet another sub-set of features in addition to the Core and Expanded sets of features.

To arrive at this three-tired segmentation model, we needed to build satisfaction driver models for each user group for each product – over 30 models in all. A unique property of this latent class solution is that the groups are “nested” within one another, meaning that the feature experience of the “Deep Experience” builds upon the “Expanded” while the “Expanded” builds upon the “Core”.  However, because of how the groups’ experiences build up from “Core” to “Advanced”, the underlying structure is the same.   The latent class groups were differentiated on the basis of “Breadth of Usage,” but the groups also were likely defined by related concepts like “Frequency of Product Usage.” Therefore, we developed a higher order phrase for differentiation – “Depth of Product Usage” – which combines the two former dimensions.
Below is an example of how Word’s user groups build upon each others feature sets (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Latent Classes and Features Usage for Word
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Development of Product Experience Perception Constructs for Mediation Analysis
A total of sixty-three individual items including the thirty product experience perceptions were used to develop nine product experience perception mediating variables to be used in the modeling analysis.  These were developed through Principal Components Analysis and subsequent review of semantic content and inter-item correlation.  These mediating constructs and their components are provided below [add in components]:
· Productivity

· Discoverability

· In Control

· Involvement

· Antipathy

· Unpredictable

· Ease of Use

· Support
· Help 

Model Testing and Driver Analysis
After the initial screening of variables and identification of key dependent variables and explanatory variables, statistical models of Product Satisfaction were tested using Structural Equations Modeling (SEM). SEM allows simultaneous measurement of multiple relationships between variables the effects of different factors.

Structural Equations Models were developed to include both the effects of product feature performance and perceptions of product behavior/effect on “satisfaction.”  Once developed and tested for each combination of product and latent class group, a generalizable model of product satisfaction was developed (Figure) that captured the principle relationships and dependencies uncovered in each of the formally tested models. 

This model includes product experience (depth of usage and satisfaction with individual features) as a primary satisfaction driver with the product experience perceptions as a mediating construct (the experience perceptions collectively also have an independent effect on product satisfaction).

The 9 product experience perception measures are tested alongside with product feature performance data to determine if these could explain the respondents’ degree of satisfaction. For example with Core users that use the feature “Start a new document”:

· 99% of users work with this feature

· The Mean Performance data = 8.11

· And the feature has a 0.0357 Scale Point Impact on Satisfaction

This type of analysis allowed us to come up with both broad and detailed conclusions about satisfaction levels. For example, of the 9 scales in Figure 2, “In Control” does the best job of explaining variation in satisfaction for most products and Latent Class user groups. 
Figure 2: Product Satisfaction Model
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Conclusions – Findings
General Findings on Data Accuracy

Overall, the data accuracy from the survey appears solid, although we don’t have much external data to verify this against. The data have high internal consistency as reflected in the very high R-square values for the statistical models and general ranking of the products.

Technical Discoveries
The OSSP uncovered priceless customer satisfaction information for Microsoft, but there were some interesting survey discoveries made in the process, as well. 

For example, we learned that a composite satisfaction measure (essentially an index of five satisfaction related questions – satisfaction, quality, value to job, etc.) yields more accurate satisfaction driver modeling results. The reason for this is that combining measures helps cancel out random error (or “noise”) that is more pronounced when using only one question as the dependent variable for a model. 
We verified that using more granular scales (in this case 9 point scales for satisfaction, quality, feature performance etc.) provides more sensitive data better revealing relationships among variables. We also demonstrated that the level of product satisfaction reported is not affected by whether the question is asked before the detailed questions on features used and performance of those features, or whether it is asked afterwards. There is some suggestion that placing the question afterward the evaluation of feature performance heightens the correlation between performance ratings and the satisfaction score.

Potential Improvements

There were several areas of the questionnaire which yielded less information than hoped for. These include:

· the ratings of feature importance
· the list of tasks performed at work
· the questions on extent of an individual’s “social network”
· experience with competitive and open source software
· training/education experiences
While the information seemed sound, we did not discern any relationship to product performance or product satisfaction. The bottom line is that these question areas did not further our understanding of why I-Workers are more or less satisfied with the product they use. 

Areas to Explore in Future OSSPs

There were strong indications that the concept of loyalty or commitment may be a state beyond satisfaction and a state of mind more predisposed to take economically important behaviors – like requesting an upgrade to the newest Office version, buying the latest for one’s own use, recommending Office, or “lobbying” for Office. This is an area we expect to explore further in future OSSPs.

We also want to incorporate more measurements dealing with the interaction between the user and the Office programs (i.e. the feel or esthetics of the programs, and the impact of the programs on the user). We also want to get more understanding of users’ attitudes towards and experiences with technology and how these predispose their response to the Office products they use.

Teamwork
In terms of project management and collaboration, the in-person Microsoft-Momentum working relationship produced top-notch results. The team effectively shared ideas and clearly understood the business objectives at hand.  

Contact Information

For any additional program information, please contact Agnish Chakravarti in the CMG Market Research Group.  
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